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Abstract: This study aimed to increase student’s concentration on learning and facilitating process in the 
classroom. A student from the Special Education Integration Program. was selected as the respondent 
of this study. The token economy approach had been implemented in this study to solve respondent 
behavioural problem who was not paying attention when completing classroom task. This study 
employed a qualitative, A-B-A single subject design which A and B represented baseline and intervention 
phase respectively. Observation was carried out in three different phase, namely baseline (2 weeks), 
intervention (2 weeks) and no intervention (2 weeks). Total duration of this study was 6 weeks. During 
early observation, to be found that interruption from other classes had caused distraction to respondent in 
completing the task given. Therefore, token economy was used to enhance students’ motivation in paying 
attention and completing the task correctly. Token is given when respondent managed to answer questions 
correctly and neatly, and did not exhibit any disruptive behaviour within the stipulated period. Then, token 
was redeemed for tangible reinforcement according to the total scores of token. The results indicate that 
respondent had succesfully paying attention during completion of task.
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Children diagnosed with developmental disability, 
autism, mental retarded or those who have intellectual 
disability often display negative behaviour in and 
out of school. These condition caused them to have 
difficulties in learning or problems meeting the 
expectations of schools (Zlomke & Zlomke, 2003). 
Therefore, behavioural management of students with 
special needs is the utmost challenge for special needs’ 
teachers in guiding and educating the group. Disruptive 
behaviours displayed by students will be more complex 
if the undesired behaviours are not being addressed 
during the early stage and in consistent. (Noor & 
Norhafizah, 2015). Behaviour is an action or conduct of 
a student in responding to and exploring new things in 
his environment. (Zalina, Yasin & Tahar, 2016). Often, 
the behaviour can be measured and observed by other 
people in the surrounding. According to Deshmukh 
(2016), behaviour is divided into two category, namely 
adaptive behavior dan maladaptive behavior. 
Adaptive behavior refers to the degree or ability of 
an individual in meeting the standard and responsibility 
towards oneself and society. Among the bahavioural 
aspects of adaptive behaviour are: language; activities 
of daily living; reading and writing; time and number 
concepts; domestic and social; and pre-vocational. An 
individual’s ability to conduct himself will be seen 
as influenced by the environment of his experience. 
In contrast, maladaptive behavior is not an age-
appropriate behaviour, not accepted by society, harmful 
to oneself and interruptive in the process of learning. 
The examples of maladaptive behavior are aggressive 
and destructive behaviour, rampage, react negatively 
to others, self-harm, peculiar and repetitive.  
Therefore, behaviour modification is seen as a 
method to teach a person new behaviour or change 
the existing behaviour through positive or negative 
reinforcement (Kappel et al., 2012). There are various 
technique of behaviour modification that can be used 
to reduce the occurrence of undesired behaviour to 
an appropriate and acceptable behaviour. Skinner 
believes that positive reinforcement is more effective 
than punishment during the process of changing and 
maintaining deisred behaviour (Adibsereshki et al., 
2015). It is evidenced in past studies that behaviour 
modification techniques like positive reinforcement, 
token economy and response cost are able to decrease 
the likelihood of children disruptive behaviour to 
happen in the classroom (Baker & Allen, 2011; Carnett 
et al., 2014; Didden et al., 1997; Doll et al., 2013; 
Filcheck et al., 2004; Hirst et al., 2016; Tarbox et al., 
2006). 
Many studies make an association of positive 
reinforcement with academic achievement and 
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concentration in classroom. Adibsereshki et al. (2015) 
has conducted a study to determine the relationship 
between classroom reinforcement with academic 
achievement of students with intellectual disabilities. 
45 students in Tehran were the respondents of this 
study. As a result, the group that received positive 
reinforcement shows higher achievement in Science 
in comparison with the control group that received no 
reinforcement.
One of the famous techniques used to provide 
positive reinforcement is token economy. Doll, 
McLaughlin and Baretto (2013) have defined token 
economy as an effective method in behaviour 
management, not only in school but also shows an 
effect in the environment of community, prison, army 
organisation and psychatric hospital. Fiksdal (2015) 
says in his study that the use of token economy is more 
effective in reducing disruptive behaviour compared to 
the punishment. 
A token economy is an intervention that 
includes contingencies in which tokens or points are 
given following the emission of targeted behaviors 
(Adibsereshki et al., 2015; Carnett et al., 2014; Fiksdal., 
2015; Hirst et al., 2016; Robacker et al., 2016; Zlomke 
& Zlomke, 2003). Contingency in this context refers to 
the plans designed to deal with things or events that are 
expected to occur in the future (Kamus Dewan Edisi 
Keempat). This situation clearly demonstrates that 
token economy is used to reduce negative behaviours 
or reinforce the positive behaviours expected  to occur 
at a time or situation in the future. 
Tokens can be redeemed for reinforcing objects or 
activities at a later point in time. The objects or activities 
have to be something of students’ favour and interest. 
Adibsereshki et al. (2015) divides reinforcement 
into two categories, namely tangible and social 
reinforcement. Tangible reinforcement is provided 
in the form of an object, while social reinforcement 
is given to students in the form of praise and activity 
when desired behaviour is exhibited. Students with 
special needs are more suitable to be rewarded with 
physical token as it can be seen and interpreted easily. 
(Doll, McLaughlin and Baretto, 2013). 
Carnett et al. (2014) had used a token economy for a 
student with autism to increase student’s concentration 
during reading activity. While, McLaughlin and 
Malaby (1972) had used token economy to increase 
students’ intrinsic motivation on completion of task. 
Concentration and intrinsic motivation in completing 
a task is known as on-task behaviour. A child should 
acquire the skills to work independently and follow 
teacher’s instructions and have an eye contact with the 
teacher during the activity. A positive improvement of 
on-task behaviour will enhance academic performance 
and reduce undesired behaviour as well as smoothen 
the current process of learning (Clare et al., 2000). 
The purpose of this study is to examine the 
effects of token economy procedures in improving 
concentration of students with learning disabilities 
during independent completion of task as well as 
reducing disruptive classroom behaviours. However, 
this modification did not involve response cost system 
but object reinforcement was used. Additionally, praise 
will be complimentary to the token.
METHOD 
This study used observation form for data 
collection on the frequency of participant’s behaviour 
throughout 6 weeks duration. The forms were filled 
up by pupils personal assistant (PPA) as teacher was 
always preoccupied with teaching responsibilities. 
Therefore, a detail explanation was given to PPA by 
the teacher prior to the investigation. The 30 minutes 
allocated for the observation were timed using a 
stopwatch. 
The respondent in this study was an 11-year-old 
male student who attended a primary school. He was 
diagnosed by doctor to have an intellectual disability 
when he was 8 years-old. Negative behaviours like 
negligent and do not pay attention as well as disturbing 
friends when completing independent task were 
exhibited during Malay Language learning session. 
Previously, the student was good in reading, writing 
and spelling, but frequently make mistake and being 
negligent on task completion since end of last year. 
The main cause of the problem was the participant 
did not receive full attention from the teacher when 
completing the task. The teacher had to give attention 
to other students who are weak in language skills in the 
same class. Besides, students’ attention was affected 
due to the absence of partition wall between the two 
classes.
This study was carried out in a classroom 
environment of Special Education Integration Program 
in Keru Primary School. 4 students with learning 
disabilities including the respondent will follow 
Malay language classes for two times a week. The 
time allocated is one hour. Therefore, the total duration 
for Malay language is 2 hours per week. Besides, 
respondent is the only student in his class that follows 
Year 5 KSSR curriculum and the rest of the students 
are still following Year 4 KSSR curriculum. Therefore, 
the respondent has to be assigned with independent 
task while teacher is giving attention to other students.
The research design employed in this study was 
an A-B-A single subject design. The duration of this 
research is six weeks. The first two weeks were allocated 
for baseline (A), two weeks for intervention (B) and the 
last two weeks were allocated for procedures without 
intervention (A).
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Table 1.   Tangible Reward & Total of Redeemed 
Token
Item
Total Of 
Redeemed 
Token
Item
Total Of 
Redeemed 
Token
Mini Fan 30
30       
30
30
25
20
20
15
15                
Chocolate
Mechanical 
Pencil
Triangular 
Pencil
Glue (big)
Glue 
(small)
Balloon
Eraser
Ruler
10
10
10
9
6
5
3
3
2
Cereals 
(Koko 
Krunch)
Cereals 
(Honey 
Star)
Cereals 
(Cornflakes)
Coin Box
Colour 
Pencil
Pen
Note Book 
+ Mini Pen
Wafer Rolls Pencil
Data was collected in 5 observations of two times 
per week during the last 30 minutes of each class. 
This specific duration is chosen as student will start to 
complete the task independently after going through 
the teaching and facilitating process.
This study starts with a face-to-face discussion 
between teacher and respondent. Further explanation 
on the token has been given. Respondent clearly 
understand about the desired behaviour that is, paying 
attention to independently complete the task correctly 
and neatly. Ten token of coloured stickers will be given 
if student succesfully exhibited target behaviour that is 
to pay attention in completing the task given. There is no 
token will be given away if student conducts disruptive 
behaviour like disturbing friends and contemplating. 
The token is pasted on token economy chart, so 
that respondent could check their self-performance 
independently.
In improving the effectivenes of token economy 
application, respondents has been shown a basket 
of various tangible reinforcement. Table 1 shows 
respondent has arranged the tangible reinforcement 
in order according to the selection of interest. The 
number of token for redeemed will be determined by 
other teachers. Each reinforcement is arranged and 
labeled according to priority and will be placed in the 
classroom to reinforce respondent in establishing target 
behaviours. 
Baseline (A)
At this stage, there is no token economy 
implemented on the respondent. Teacher controls 
respondent behaviour as usual. Any disruptive 
behaviours (disturbing friends, contemplating) will 
be given warning by the teacher. Additionally, teacher 
has to give full attention to the respondent individually 
when he is completing the task given. Baseline data is 
collected using the observation form for 2 weeks, on 
every Monday and Thursday during Malay language 
period. The time taken will be the last 30 minutes of 
Malay language period and after 30 minutes of learning 
on the beginning. There is no positive reinforcement 
(praise) will be given during this baseline stage. 
Token Economy/ Intervention (B)
Token economy in the form of small round sticker 
will be used over two weeks. The sticker will be 
given to the respondent at the end of the class session. 
Respondent is responsible to stick the sticker that 
was obtained from the reward chart board. The list of 
rewards and the amount of token were pasted in front 
of the class.
Respondent is given a chance to get a maximum 
of 10 token in 30 minutes for every Malay Language 
period (Monday, Thursday). Token will be given if the 
respondent exhibits attention on the completion of task 
given. Five tokens are allocated for the target behaviour 
that is paying attention, while another 5 tokens will be 
given if the respondent able to independently complete 
the task correctly and neatly. Token will not be taken 
back (response cost) if respondent does not able to 
complete the task and disturbing friends as well as 
contemplating. Respondents will be given reminder 
and warning that no token will be given in certain 
condition. 
Baseline/ No Intervention (A)
 On the fifth and sixth week (final stage), no 
intervention (token economy) was implemented to 
respondent. Respondent behaviours were observed 
similar to baseline procedure (A) for two weeks in the 
early stage of this study. 
FINDING AND DISCUSSIN 
Findings
Graph 1 displays the frequency of respondent 
exhibiting disruptive behaviours on daily basis 
(Monday, Thursday) during baseline phase. The highest 
frequency of disruptive behaviours was recorded on 
the first week, that is 18 times of occurrence with 16 
mistakes were made on the task given. Respondent was 
still in negligence and did not pay attention in the class 
as well as completing the task perfunctorily.
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Graph 1. The frequency analysis results on respondent behaviours
that exist. This is due to the students that come from 
range of background, personality, intellectual, physical, 
social and socio-emotions (Mok, 2009). In addition, 
special needs students need more encouragement and 
attention than tipical students, so that they will pay 
more attention in the classroom and complete the tasks 
given (Zecker, 2006).
Token economy has played an important role 
in behaviour modification particularly in education 
field. The method of giving reward to individuals 
for maintaining, eliminating or improving positive 
behaviours has been accepted and practiced by many 
parties other than school. It is a secondary needs 
like appreciation of life in psychological context 
towards bringing about happy and positive emotions 
in conducting activity (Suppiah, Ramlah, & Abdul, 
2008). 
CONCLUSSION AND SUGGESTION
Conclussion 
Token economy has played an important role 
in behaviour modification particularly in education 
field. The method of giving reward to individuals 
for maintaining, eliminating or improving positive 
behaviours has been accepted and practiced by many 
parties other than school. The modification technique 
chosen is not a matter, but the right implementation 
steps and methods have to be complied. This compliance 
will assure the effectiveness of procedure as well as 
assisting children with special needs to control self-
behaviour. The most important thing is to not give up as 
On the third and fourth week, respondent started 
to exhibit changes in behaviour and able to complete 
the tasks independently. The implementation of token 
economy was applied on the respondent. Errors in tasks 
show a decline to 3 on the fourth week. On the other 
hand, disruptive behaviours had succesfully decline to 
1 times. This clearly demonstrates that the application 
of token economy had successfully established target 
behaviours in 2 weeks duration. 
Nevertheless, the total frequency of errors and 
disruptive behaviors increase again on the fifth and sixth 
weeks. The absence of token economy intervention 
had caused a decline in respondent’s motivation. 
Respondent made 5 errors in the assignment and 4 
times of disruptive behaviours. The total frequencies 
increased in the sixth week that is 8 errors in the 
assignment and 6 times of disruptive behavior. This 
increment portrays the importance of continuous 
intervention until respondent can really be self-reliant 
in completing the task and disruptive behavior is 
eliminated.
Discussion
The results of this study replicate previous 
research on the effectiveness of token economies in 
enhancing students’ concentration during completion of 
tasks. Tangible reinforcement of interest has attracted 
respondent to cooperate in helping himself to behave. 
In addition, social reinforcement also was given to the 
student as an appreciation to the task completed. 
Behavioural problem will continue to happen 
regardless of teachers’ leadership styles or any discipline 
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each and every child has individual needs and various 
methods have to be conducted in order to achieve the 
mission. One method that works for an individual is not 
necessorily worked on others. 
Suggestion 
To ensure students’ concentration during 
complementation of task, it is needed attention and 
reinforncement from teacher. It is also needed the 
various methods to be conducted in order to get more 
effective result.
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